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Sir: 



Pre-appeal review is requested because the cited references both work in the same general 
way and both work differently than what is claimed. 

What is claimed is a situation where, in the course of an on-line meeting, the second 
processor-based system wants to send information, such as a slide for a power point display, to a 
first processor-based system. Rather than simply accept the display, the first processor-based 
system takes information from the second processor-based system to determine whether the first 
processor-based system already has the slide and, therefore, can avoid having it resent to avoid the 
delay associated therewith. 

Thus, the situation here is that the second system is ready to send the information to the 
first system and the first system firsts checks to determine whether to accept that transmission or 
simply to obtain the information locally. 

In contrast, both of the cited references use caching systems. In these caching systems, the 
first processor-based system decides it wants a certain document and determines before it seeks it 
externally whether the information is in a local cache. It never receives information from a second 
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processor-based system about something that would be sent if it was not already locally cached. 
Thus, none of the cited references involve the situation where the second processor-based system 
has something that it would send and the first processor-based system decides whether or not to 
accept the transmission or not. 

It is conceded that Delaney does not specifically disclose upon receipt of the image data 
using received image data to determine whether the information for the image is already stored in a 
local cache and determining if it can locally acquire the second information sufficient to display 
the image. It is suggested that Maddalozzo teaches "upon receipt of the image data utilize receipts 
image data to determine whether the information for the image is stored in the local cache," citing 
Figure 5C, column 9, lines 4-60 and column 11, line 42 to column 12, line 58. But nothing here 
teaches what is claimed which is received first information from the second processor-based 
system. In other words, the one that would send it sends the information to avoid having to send 
the information. 

Instead, in Maddalozzo, the request for the information is internal. The information is 
requested by a browser application program and it is not offered up by an external second 
processor-based system. See column 9, line 17. In other words, the initiator of the request is 
always the first processor-based system, not the second processor-based system. 

Therefore, neither reference teaches the situation where an external processor-based system 
provides information from which the first processor-based system can determine whether it needs 
to accept the information from the second or external processor-based system. Since this element 
is not taught in either reference, there is no basis for the rejection, a prima facie rejection is not 
made out, and the rejection should be reconsidered. 
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